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ABSTRACT 

A School Improvement Program (SIP) was piloted at 
five scnools q£ the Columbus Public 6'chools during 1982-83. The SIP 
had as its focus the improved pupil acquisition of basiq skills 
through inservice support for professional staff at the building 
level in the characteristics of instructionally effective schools. 
Five evaluation objectives received technical support: needs 
assessment, survey of parents, inservice for teachers, Teacher 
Expectations and Student Achievement (TESA) inservice for teachers, 
and measures of overall program effectiveness (achievement test 
scores). The results of these evaluations are reported here. A large 
percent of the parents believed that the SIP helped their children. 
The inservice sessions were rated as successful, and participants 
indicated that they applied specific strategies in their work. 
Participants were also satisfied with the TESA inservice programs. 
Student achievement in both arithmetic computation and reading 
comprehension improved more than is usually expected. (BW) 
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Piipil ftcfluiaitipn of baalo skills 1« »n eswntial ingredient for an ^ 
effective school. Too aany students, boifever, attend sehools without erer 
actole^ng a ■aatery of the Blnlm basic skllla naoessary to further their own 
education and obtain gainful Mployaent. In light of the ourrent eoonoHic 
condlUons of high uneaployiwnt, and (th* ongoing transition to hlfh technology 
in business and Industftr ^ problem of pupil acquisition of basic skills 
becomes evei^ore crucial, not only tor the pupils thsatselTes, but also for the 
state, and nation. 

Educistlonal' research, by Edmonds (1982), Brookorer tl978, 198?) and 
others , has rocused on, a number of different schools ^n an effort to determine 
the reasons why some schools are more effectlre than others in helping pupils 
aohiere mastery of basic skills. nCffectlTe schools" are defined as those in 
which all students master basic, sebool skills. Effectlte sohools all hold 
certain basic characteristics (Source: State Department of Bducatlon, rivislon 
of Equal Educational Opportunities, -1981): 

# 

1. A Sense of Hission 

2. Strong Building Leadership 

3 . High SxpeotsUons for All Students and Staffs 

4. Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress 

5. A PosltlTe Learning '^.Imate 

6. Sufficient Opportunity for Learning 

7. Parent/Community XnrolTement 

The Department of Staff Development and Hunn Relations, Division of 
Elementary Sohools, and Division of Middle and High Schools piloted a School 
Improv«ment Progrjw at five sohools during the 1982-83 school year: Wedgewood 
Middle School, and Fair, Trevltt, West Broad, and Vindsor Eleaentary Schools. 
These particular schools were given the opportvuDlty to partiolpate, based on 
the numbers of pupils on free and reduced prioe luncher, and previous levels of 
pupli achievement at the particular buildings. The program was funded by ECIA 
Chapter 2% 

The School Improvement Program had as its focus the improved pupil 
acquisition of basic skllla through Inservloe support for professional staff at 
the building level In the charaoteristlos of instructlonally effective 
schools. To achieve this goal, a full-time SIP liaison was assigned to each bf 
the five participating sehools to coordinate eff<M*ts andV to report to the 
Program Director concerning the success of tJhose efforts. The evaluation 
design for the program Is outlined as follows by evaluation question as 
described in the project narrative section of the 1982-83 program proposal. 
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ETftXUftUon'OittaUOtt, U2» 1.1 (QrmntatlQn); f>o 90% of the participants 
r«9pondlng to an orlanUtlon evaluation form for each vorlCAbop rate tba 
activity as suooasaful In tama of naatlng Its stated obJectlTea on a Llkert 
type rating scale? 

During the aonths of May and June* 1982 the Executive Directors » as veil 
as the f^re principals and their school staff s» would develop an In-depth 
awareness » understanding and acceptance of the School Laprovflaent Prograa 
concept. Additionally » the Director of Staff Developaent and Huum Relations 
would orient each p^lolpatlhg dchool staff In the philosophy and character^ 
Istlcs of effective Schools, as well as the expectations for staff as 
participants In the School Isprcvenent Progras* The Staff Developsent Workshop 
Evaluation Fora (Appendix A) would be used by workshop participants to evaluate 
each activity .In teras of Its success In aeetlng stated objectives. The 
Prograa Director would be responsible for <K>nduotlng the evaluation of this 
coaponeilt. 

gvaluation QnaAfcian 2^1 (SIP CtmR\p%^): Will there be a roster as* evidence of 

a SIP coaalttee at each school? 

-> 

By Septenber, 1982 each of the participating schools would organise a SIP 
conadttee^ coaprlsed Of the principal t representative staff* and represen- 
tative parents. The SIP liaison at each building would also be a asaber of 
this ooBBlttee: A roster of ocMlttee aeabers at each school would fee provided 
for the Prograa Director , who would aalntaln a file of such rosters for review 
by Evaluation Services. 

ETalimtlrtn QiMattan 2.2 (Sohool Data Collactlon and Analvsla): Is .there 
evidence that the SIP teaa collected and analyzed the data? 

By Septeater* 19^2 the SIF coaalttee at each school would be responsible 
for having oollected and analyssed data concerning the school and students. 
These data would include the following: (a) reading aehleveaent scores; (b) 
aatheaatlcs aehleveaent scores; (o) State Departaent Prograa Evaluation Report; 
(d) ?olttnteers In the building; (e) discipline reoords; (f) Inforaatlon related 
to parent Involvoaent In the school; (g) nuaber of children served by free or 
reduced price lunohes; (h) nuaber of children served by State and Federal 
Prograas; (1) Interviews with parents and teachers; and (J) process checklist 
Inforafitlon. To aocoapllsh this taslc* the Prograa Director would develop a SIF 
Process Checklist to report what ana how data w^re oollected and analyzed at 
each school. 

g^t^"^<^^Qn Qujation 2.^ da MfMUMianf.) T Xe there a written needs 

assessaent docuaent? 

By October » 1982 each participating school would conduct a needs 
assessaent reflecting both the characteristics of effective schools and the 
previously coapleted data analysis. data obtiQ^ned froa the assessaent 

would be ahalysed. and reported to the participating schools by the Departaent 
of Evaluation Serrioes. 
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Sn i u a tign Quiatlon 2.4 (School p»offn«« la tiiere «Yldenoe that a 

school laprcvesent Progrw plan la daralopad f pr conalderatlon at each school^ 

By January, 1933 a School iMproTenent Pxn>gra« plan would ba d^telcped^by 
each partldpaUng school.. Thla plan would Ihi rarlewad by the school staff, 
subBlttrd to the DlTlalon of El<Mntary Schools and the Division of Hlddle and 
High Schools for approral , ^ and presented to parents for clarification. The 
plans would be kept on fUe by the Progran Director to ascertain that priority 
needs are addressed first and that effeotlre school characteristics are 
Included In the plan. 

E Y al u a tlon Queatlon I.T (DlatMnt maair^n g»^^A«^nf^> was an overall alsslon 
stateaent developed for the district? 

By Septeaber, 1982 the SIP conlttee fro« each of the five participating 
schools would develop an overall alsalon stateMnf related to the district 
School Inproveaent Progra«. The Program Director would aasuae responsibility 
for the developoMnt of such a stateaent. 

Evaluation Question ^.2 (Sahooia Mi«l^^nr^ ^t^ti^m^n^^^ , Vas a slsalon stat«tent 
developed for each school? Do 90% of the staff Mbers possess an 
understanding of the alsslon? 

By October, 1982 the SIP coaalttee at each of the five partiolpaUng 
schools would provide leadership in foraulatlng a school alsslon state«ent 
related to school laproveaent. The Prograa Director would keep on file a copy 
of alsslon statsMnts froa each building, and evaluate the understanding of the 
alsslon stateaent by school staff aeabers at each building. 



E Ta l uatlon Quaatlon ^.^ (Ctmmtnitr/Pttrmnt .^Hn^ . -w Do 90« of a saaple group of 
parents and coaaunlty responding to a questlc ■ Lre indicate that the alsslon 
of the sdhool waa coaaunlcated to thea? 

Thrcfeghout the 1982-83 school year, each participating schdbl' would 
ooaaunloate the school alsslon to the students, parents, and coMunityaeabera 
in order that the entire school coaaunlty possessed a dear undemanding of 
the schools' alsslon. By May, 1983 a saaple group of parents and coMiunity 
persons randoaljyselected froa each school would be surveyed to aaoertaiu their 
awareness of the school alsslon. The Departaent of Evaluation Semoea would 
assist in the developaent of the survey, analyze the data collected, and report 
the results. The Prograa Director would be responsible for the (Ustrlbution 
and collection of survey foraa. 

gYa X wUPn QUg fl Uon ^,7 (lQaarv1«ie for Prinr^palM stna T^>^h^t.,U io 90% 

of the participants in each workshop who ccaplete the workshop evaluation fora 
indicate that the workshop was "very successful or successful" in aeetlng its 
stated objectives and do 90% of the particlpante who ccaplete a follow-up' 
survey provide indication that they have tried/applied specific skills or 
strategies in the dassroca or school setting? 
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During the 1982->63 school year, the principals of participating soiiools 
would be tre.ritd lA the skills necessary to proTlde the leadership for 
iMplementlng a school laproreaent plan. Ezaaples of topics that would be 
presented during the year are Instructional leadership, oanagement styles, and 
staff expectations. 

Teachers would be trained during the school year In one or sore of the 
following oharacterlstlca of effedtlre schools: (a) high teacbdr expecta- 
tions for all students; (b) frequent, aonltorlng and evaluation of pupU' 
progress; ^(o) a positive learning oll&te; (d) sufficient opportunity for 
learning; and (e) par«mt/ooHRnilty Involyeoent with schools. 

At the conclusion of each of the Insenrloe prograsa, participants would 
cosplete a locally developed Instruaent, the SD/HR Vorkshop Evaluation Form, 
a copy of which Is found In kp^nAix k. Participants would be asked to rate 
the success of. the workshop £n terms of «e«tlng Its stated objectives. 
Response choices on the font range tp<M- 1-Ho Suoofsss to 5->?ery Suoc^ssful. 
Opportunity would also be provided for participants to aake written coaaents 
concerning the Insenrloe prograa. In addition, four weeks after the Initial 
laservlce prograa, participants would be requested to ocaplete another locally 
developed Instruaent, the SD/BB Follow-Up Survey Fora, a copy of which Is found. 
In Appendix B. Participants would be asked to Indicate the degree to which 
skills presented during i.nservlce sessions have been lapleaented In olassroca 
or related sltuatlcu;ui, as w#ll as the suo^ss of such iapleasntstlon. Th9 
Prograa Director wou].d adaii2li|^er a»d collect such foras wlt^ the help of SIP 
liaisons at each school. The Department of Evaluation Services would analyze 
th« data received and would report the results. 

• * 

SraXuatlQn Quggtlon 1.8 (XS&i fnsfgjrmlt Do 90% of the teachers responding to 
the workshop evaluation foras for each workshop rate their understanding of the 
strategies presented as "perfectly clear to dear* on the seven po^nt rating 
scale and rate their ortirall satlsfaotlon with the workshops as *coapletely 
satisfied to satisfied* on a 'seven point rating scale? 

During the 1982-83 school year, 3^ teachers froa the five participating 
schools would be trained In the Teacher Expectations and Student Achievement 
(TESA) Training Prograa. The prograa, designed to help teao)i|»rs laprove pupil 
academic achleveaent, consists of an orientation, five three^hour workshops, 
and ah evaluation meeting. At the conclusion of each workshop, participants 
are to complete evaluation forms that were' developed by the Los Angeles County 
School System and are part of the TESA Teacher Handbook. In responding to the 
Items on the eTSluatlen form, participants are asked to SUiflete 'seven point 
Llkert-type scales and also to provide written comments. A copy of the 
Instruments are found In Appfndlx C. The Department of Evaluation Services 
would analyze and report the data received froa the Staff Development 
specialists conducting the workshops. \ 

Evaluation Quagtion 1.8 fTMA Foiiaw«npl « 'bo 90% Of the teachers responding to 
a follow-up of the TBSA workshops Indldate that they attempted to appl^" ^ the 
strategies presented In the workshops 'In their class and rat<i the strategies as 
helpful? 



Teachers xwho partidimted In the TESA training program vould be requested 
to attend thm TESA eyaluatlon neetlng. Participants vould then be asked to 
indicate 'whether they atteapted to apply the 15 strategiea presented In the 
worksbopa. Response choices ranged froa l-Nerer to 5-All of the Titoe. 
Partiolpants would also be asked to r«te the helpfulness of the 15 strftegies. 
Response choices range fro* l-Of Ro Help to S-Very Helpful. i Uopy of the 
'inst^ruRent is found in Appendix C. Staff Derelopnent specialists who oonduoted 
the session would be responsible for collecting the evaluation data, while the 
analysis and reporting of findings would be conducted by the Departaent of 
EValua>lon Senrices. 

4.1; , BYaluatiPO of QTflrall, Prograa gffftctlTflneaa 

The DepartiMint of Eyaluation Senrioes provided technical support for tne 
SIP progran. This support included the analysis and reporting of results frcai 
the needs assessMent conducted at each of the five partioipatlng buildings 
during October, 1982, the analysis and reporting of results froei both tbm Fall 
pretest and Spring post test of the CTBS Arlthnetio Computation Test and Reading 
Ccpprebenslon Test adainistered at eaoh of the five participating buildings, 
and the developaent, analysis, and reporting of results for various evaluation 
instruaents, such as the SD/HR Workshop Evaluation Fons) used at ins«rvioe 
sessions, and the Parent Survey # distributed to parents during April, 1983* 

The Departaent of Evaluation Services has reported on those evaluation 
objectives that have received technical support servloea froa the departaent: 
(a) needs assessaent, (b) survey of parents, (o) insenrice for teachet^s, (d) 
TESA inservice for teachers, and (e) aeasures of - overall progran effeotlveness, 
specifically the CTBS pretest and posttest adainistered during the 198e->63 
school year. The Prograa Pirector assuaed responsibility for reporting "on the 
reaalnlng evaluation objectives. 

» 

During the month of October, 1982 each participating school conducted a 
needs .assessaent based on the School Social Cliaate Study directed by ' 
Dr. Wilber B. Brookover of Michigan State Onlversity (1978)* Copies of the 
Teacher Questionnaire used in the Michigan study were distributed to ta.achers^ 
at each of the five partioipating^ SIP sch^ls. The data obtained tTom the 
ooapleted questioflnaires were analyzed by the Departaent of Evaluation 
Services. In addition to frequency distributions of all iteas, and crosstabu* 
latlons of selected iteas, scale scores were calculated on five school cliaate 
variables as desorit^d in the Michigan Study '(see Appendix D). The scale score 
iteas, or teacher school cliaate variables, consisted for the following iteas: 

e 

TSCL1 Ability, Evaluations, Expectations and Quality of 
Education for College (12 iteas": 23-29, 32,/33t 
61, 63) 
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TSCL2 PrsMrnt Sralumtiona and j^peotatlooa for Hlfh School 
Coaiaetloa (9 lt«: 19-22, 30, 31, .42, 44, 62) 

TSa3 Tcaobar^Studant CowBltjMBt to ZaproTO (10 Itmt 
45-47, 51-56, 58, 59) 

TSCL4 TeaolMir I*trc«ption of Prlnoipal's Expaotatlooa 
(5 UiMt 37-41) 

Tsas Tea^r ioadwlo Putillty (7 it«aa: 49-50, 57, 
' 60, 6^,1.77) 

A eoBpanaon'^of the aoana and standard deviations on ths soliool ollaata 
Yarlablea botvaan tlia Colwibu: and Mlohlgan aaaplaa la amarUad In TabXa X. 
A rarlaw of this tabXa Indloatad that tha Coluabua saspla aohlarad a slightly 
■ora poaltlTO aoadaalo ollMta than tha^ohlgan saapla for all solibol ollaata 
trarlahlaa, txctpt for the first ^Tarlahle (TSGLI Ability, Kraluatiooa and 
Quality of Bduoatlon i'or College). Boverer, alnoe the Mlohlgan. aaaiple provided 
the only oosparable baaellne data available, Colunhua aohool ataffa ware 
enoouraged to exaalna data f^o« Individual Itaatt In order to adequately iM99mM 
the needs at eaoh particular aohool building. The results of these analyaes 
were shared with the principal and SIP liaison frc« eaoh of the five 
partlolpaUng SIP aohoola, and were the aubject of ataff aeeUnca held later at 
the in(Slvldual school buildings. As a result of the assessaent of eaoh 
building 'a school ollaata, the criterion apeclTlod In Svaluatlon Question 2i3 
was attained. 

« * 



Table 1 

Comparison of Haana and standard Deviations on School Cllaate 
Variables (Scale Soorea) for Colmbua SIP School Staffs, and 

a Saaple of Hlchlgan Schools 



Scale 
Score 
, .l%§mi — 




ffflluahufl 


Standi 




?■ ' ■ ■ ' 


s 






U . 




Standard 
Dev^at^on 


Tsai 


59 


42.68 


8.47 


327 


31.60 


6.19 


Tsaa 


♦58 


20.28 


5.27 • 


327 


35.24 


3.05 


Tsa3 


55 ' 


28.91 


5.74 


327 


31.52 


3.86 


Tsa4 


67 


14.28 ' 


3.89 


. 327 


16.01 


3.77 


Tsas 


64 


25.44« 


3.03* 


327 


21.86 


• 2.34. 



flote . Smaller siiale soores represent a poaltlve aoadaalo ollaate for all scale 
scores except TSCL5, for which saaller acorea represent a acre negative 
aoadealo ollaate. 

o 

ERjC a^Xttibus'soale aeore based online Itea less than Michigan acale acore. 

R » 



Tartnt SumT ' • 

During April r 1983 tb« Parrat Sunr«y Form (ipp«Qdiz ^ was distributed to 
parents «U.oQg vith ttieir. child's report omrd. A total of 1»04l questionnaires 
were retux*ned fro« the five pertioipatins SIP soiiools. The 9pt( criterion 
specified in Evaluation Question 3*3 was not attained for the overall project* 
with only 3(S*9f of the 1>024 respTAdents indicating that they were "aware of 
the school's sistioa etateaent for the sohool year" (Item 2). The r«Bul.ts 
varied frcs sq^ooI to sohool, however* At n*evitt Icieaentiry for exaapXe, 
53•5!^ of the respondents indicated that they were aware of the school's ainsion 
etatcseht. In fact, eesponses tnm Trevitt parents ware consistently »)re " 
■ positive on each itea than the responses of parents froa the other schools 
partioipaiog in the School ljiprove«ent. Prograa. A large percent of the 
respondents (85.9$} fron all five soho&ls agreed that *tUe Sohool laproveaent 
Prograa has helped your child this sohool year" (Itea 9). The overaill results, 
as well as the results for each school are sunarized by itea in Table 2. 



Table 2 

^ Percent and Avera^ Response to Xteas 
of the Parent Survey Fora 




. ..,,4. —I . M .-..1.^,. — - - ; , I ... ,.i I , „ , I I., -i M i^i,, - 4 

Itea Average ParcaPt Qf BflaBOPdttnta 

Sfihfifil B gflaponflfl Ifia 8q • 

1; Did you know, that the school 
was running the special School 
laproveient Prograa (SIP) 7 



Vedgewood 


259' 


1.6 


39.8 


. 60.2 


Fair 


108 


1.5 


50 .0 


50.0 


Trevitt 




1.2 


75.7 


24.3 


Vest Broad 


348 


1.4 


63t8 


36.2 


Windsor 


177 


1.6 


38.4 


61.6 


Total 


1,036 


V5 


53.7 


46.3 



2. Were you aware of the school's 

aission stateaent for the 
♦ school year? 



Wedgewood ^ 


258 


1.8 


20.9 


79.1 




105 


1.6 


37.1 


62.9 


Trevitt 


144 


1.5 


53.5 


46.5 


Vest Broad 


3'»4 


1.5 


48.0 


52.0^ 


Windsor 


173 


1.8 


24.9 


T€.1 

, 63n 


Total 


1,024 


1.6 


' 36.9 



' ' ♦ 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

Percent and Arerace Response to Iteas 
of tlte Parent Surrey Fors 





Ztea 

SfltlQOl ,. 


fll 


Arerage 


PttTQftnt of , BflapOBdgntia 


3. 


Did anyone froa the school 












talk with you about the School 












Xaproresent Prograa this 












year? 












Vedgevood 


255 


1.8 


16.9 


83*1 




Pair 


107 


1.7 


26.2 






Trerltt 


141 


1.4 


58.2 


41.8 




Vest Broad 


343 


1.6 


35.3 


64.7 




' Windsor 


176 


1.8 


22.7 


77.3 




Total 


1 1022 


• 1.7 


30.7 


69.3 




Do you better understand the 












school's aoadealo progra* 












this school year? 












* mm ^ m ' 

Vedgevood 


250 


1.6 


42.8 


57.2 




Pair 


ib3 


1.5 


54.4 


45.6 




Treritt 


139 


1.2 


77 0 

1 1 eV 


eV 




Vest Broad 


32S 


1.3 


67.1 


32.9 




Vindsor 


167 


1.6 


44.3 


55.7 




Total 


,987 


1.4 


-57.1 


42.9 


5- 


Df, you think the school 












expects each child to learn 












at least the biasio skills in 












each subject? 












Vedgevood 


256 


1.1 


92.6 


7.* 




Pair 


105 


1.0 


96.2 


3.8 




Trent t 


143 


1.0 


99.3 


0.7 




Vest Broad 


346 


1.0 


97.1 


2.9 




Vindsor 


172 


1.1 


93.6 


.6.4 




Tota^ 


1,022 


1.0 


95.6 


4.4 




Has your child's progress in. 












learning the basic skills been 








• 




rerieved frequently this year 












by tbr school? 












Vedgevood 


222 


' 1.2 


78.4 


21.6 




Pair 




1.2 


83.2 


16.8 




Treritt 


138 


1.1 


93.5 


6.5 




Vest Broad 


327 


1.1 


91.7 


8.3 




> ' Vindsor 


154 


1.2 


76.0 


24.0 




Total 


936 


1.1 


85.4 


14.6 
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TabX« 2 (ContinuAd) 

/ 

P«rc«ttt «od Ar«rmt« BtspooM to ItMS 

of the Pftr«Dt Sunrty rora 



XtM 

School 




Arera^e 


^ttcflftnt - iif ^nondenta 


7. H«0 your oMKl I>««n asalgiMd 










eoougb hoaeirorlc durlAg tbdU 










• tbis soiiooX year? 










Vedgevood 




1.3 


72*5 


27.5 


Fair 


103 


1.2 


o2.5 


17.5 , 


Trevltt 


mo 


1.2 


84.3 


15.7 








81.9 


18.1 




170 


1.* 


63.5 


36.5 


Total 


996 


1.2 


.76.8 


23.2 


8. Are you aatlsflad trltli your 










alilld*a prograa In learning 






• 




tlie baaio akllls Uila year? 










Vedfewood. 


249 


1.2 


79.9 


.20.1 


Fair 


103 


1.3 


73.8 


26.2 


Tretltt 


136 • 


1.1 


90.4 


9.6 


Vest Broad 


3*0 


1.1 


• S5.6 


14.4 


Vlndaor 


171 


' 1.3 


73.1 


26.9 


Total 


999 


1.2 


81.5 


18.5 


9« Do you tliink tbat tbe Sotiool 










laproTeaent Progrm hae helped 










your child this aohool year? 










Vedgevood 


197 


1.2 


n.i 


22.3 


Fair 


79 


1 .1 


88.6 


11.4 


Treyitt 


138 


1.1 


$4.9 


5.1 


Veet Bi*oad 


316 


1.1 


90.2 


9.8 


Wlndaor 


1*7 


1.2 


77.6 


22.4 


. Total 


877 


1.1 


85.9 


14.1 



4 



4 
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Inaarvlea for Ta^t^h^n* / 

; / • ■ 

By Jun«, 1983 a toUl of 22 ins«rvio« sessions was reported as havlnc t>««n 
conducted at tbe fire schools. A ciironology of the inserrloe activities 
ooaduoted is sunaristd in Appeodix E, including the looatiott, Inserrloe topic, 
ousber of pertlolpants, length In hours, and goal^ and objeotires for each 
session, fro* August 30, 1982 to April 22, 1983 . A total of 488 personnel 
(duplicated count across sessions) took pert in 110.5 houjTs of Inservlce 
actlTlUes. By «atiplying the maiher of parti cipanits hy the nusber of hours 
per session, the total nuaber of' person hours of inserrice oan be calculated. 
The total nuaber of per^ hours expended for design Objectire 3.7 was 53,924. 
Xntfenrice sessions were conducted at the indivldiial school buildings. 

An analysis of the data obtained fro« the SD/HH Workshop Evaluation Fom, 
and the 3D/HH Follow-Up Survey Forp indioated that the criteria specified in 
Evaluation Question 3*7 were attained, with 9^,3$ of the 461 respondents to the 
SD/HH Workshop BvaJuation Font indicating that the workshop vas "very success- 
ful or successful' in aeeting its stated objectives, and 90 .21^ of the 215 
respondents to the SD/HH Followw^jp Survey For» indicating that they applied 
specific skills or strategies in their Jobs. The responses to the SD/HR 
Workshop Evaluation For« aji*e suraari2ed in Table 3, while the responses to the 
SD/HR Follow-Up Survey Fori are suevarized in Table 4. 



Table 3 

Percent of Respondents Bating the Success of the 
Inservlce Workshops in Achieving Their 
Stated Objectives 



Percent of BeaoondatifrM 



Itee 2 from SD/HB Ho Little . Very 

Workshop Evaluation N Success Success Undecided Successful Successful 

Eflra : 3 2 3 s 

# 

2. How vould you 
rate this work- 
shop in Aeeting 
its stated 

objectives? 461 0.0 1.1 4.6 54.8 39.5 
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Table b 



P«rc«nt of Bespond«nt8 Indicating Application 
of Workshop smia and Stratoglas 



riJ?IL?n'T Purpart P^^n.nH.^t',! 

Follow-Op Swrrmr Fom n 0 1I2 3-5 6 or .era 



2. Bow aany of these skills/ 
strataglss bava you 
afltuallT b«an able to 

try/apply in your Job? 215 9.8 37.2 46.0 



^■a TBSA Progrw 

By April, 1983 tba flva TESA workshop prograns had bsan hald for Colwbus 
teachers. Som teachers froa the five SIP schools participated in these 
wcrkshops. A cjironology of TBSA inserrioe actlriUes is sMarlsed la Appendix 
F. A total of 691 personnel (dupllcted count serosa sessions) took part in 
75.4 hc' f s of insenrioe actirltles related to design Objective 3.8, for a total 
expenditure of 52,101.4 person hours. All workshops were conducted at either 
the Shepard or West Mound Service Center. 

Workshop evaluation data for SIP participants were available only for the 
second and fifth TBSA inservloe sessions. Results frc« two itens of the TKSA 
Workshop Evaluation Poras were used to answer Evaluation Question 3.8 (TESA 
Prograa). An analysis of the data oolleoted fro« the SIP respondents to the 
evaluation fora for the second and fifth TISA woriehopa, and stamrlzed in 
Tables 5 and 6 Indicated that the criteria specified in the evaluaUon question 
were attained for thoae Inservloe sessions, with 92.$%, ^9r 25 of the 2T SIP 
respondents, rating tbe second workshop as providing a clear understanding of 
unit interaction and the ssm mnber indlcaUng satisfaction with the workshop. 
For the fifth TESA workshop, all of the 25 SIP respondentr rated tbe workshop 
as providing a clear understanding of unit interaction and the aaae du«ber 
indicating satisfaction with, tbe workshop. 

Since no evaluation data were received for SIP respondents at the other 
inservice sessions, tbe best estiaate of the effeotiveness of these workshons 
would be the results of ratings fro« all participants. These ratings are also 
su8Harl2ed in Tables 5 and 6. 

An analysis of the overall i.^^ervioe data sumarized in Tables 5 and 6 
indicated that for the overall progrsa, aore than 90% of the respondents gave 
the workshops a rating of 5 or aore on the scale of 1 to 7. Specifically, 
9«.0| of the respondents indicated that they had a clear understanding of the 
unit interactions discussed in the workshops, and 93.15 of tbe respondents 
indicated that they were satisfied with the inservice prograas. However, only 
89. Of of all respondents in tbe third TESA workshop Indicated a clear 
understanding of the unit Interactions, and 88. 1| of all respondents indicated 
saUsf action with the unit three inserrioe prograa. Therefore, the criteria as 
specified in EvaluaUon QuesUon 3.8 (TBSA Prograa) ifere not aoblered. 



12 



TESA prograa participants ware not a«kad to atten4 a TESA evaluation 
meatlng, and did not coaplete the TESA Follow-Up Survey. Conse<iuently, 
Evaluation Question 3.8 (TSSA Follow-OP) oanpot be answered. In lieu of the 
evaluation neeting and TESA Follow-Op Survey, participants at tbe laat TESA 
insarvice prograa were asked to coaiplete the TESA Frograa Evaluation Survey, a 
copy of wliioli Is found in Appendix C, As suaaarized in Table 7» 88. 5J of all 
respondents gave tbe progi*a» an overall rating of 1 or 2 on a scale of 1 (high) 
to 5 (low), while all of the SIP respondents gave the pisegraa an overall ratinit 
of 1 or 2. 



Table 5 

Percent and Average Respon«)e to .the Partioipcints' 
Understanding of tbe Strategies Presented in 
the Five TESA Workshops 



Parcflnt Rgapgnding 

It€tti from Average Perfectly Do not understand 

Evaluation Form II Response clear the^ at all 

1 ^ ^ * ^ ? 1 

Do you have a clear 
understanding of the 
unit interactions? 



TESA I 


140 


5-9 


24.4 


47.1 


27.1 


4.3 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


TESA XI 


143 


6.0 


33.6 


46.1 


11.9 


5.6 


2.1 


0.7 


0.0 


TESA II (SIP only) 


2T 


6.1 


37.0 


48.1 


7.4 


^7.4 


0.0- 


0.0 


0.0 


TESA III 


127 


5.8 


19.7 


56.7 


12.6 


8.7 


2.4 


O.O 


0.0 


TESA IV 


121 


6.4 


48.8 


45.4 


5.0 


0.8 


0.0 


0.0 


O.O 


TESA V 


124 


6.1 


32.3 


49.2 


13.7 


4.8 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


TESA V (SIP only) 


25 


6.3 


36.0 


60.0 


4.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Overall Ratings 


655 


6.0 


30.8 


48.8 


14.4 


4.9 


0.9 


0.2 


0.0 
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Tablt 6 

Perctnt and itreras^. Besponse to the^^artloipanta' 
Satisfaction with tli« Fly« TESi Vorlcsbopa 



Ita« fro« 
Evaluation Pom 



ATtrasa 
Raaponae 



CoaplateXf 
Satlaflad 



OCterly 
Dlflsatlaflad 














— Su- 


4 


2-. 


2« 


, L. 


V 

Bow satl9fla4 vara you 
wlth^oday's worksbop? 




- 
















TESA I 


141 


6.0 


34.8 


37.6 


22.0 


5.0 


0.7 


0.0 


0.0 


TESA II 


142 


6.1 


36.6 


44.4 


9.9 


7.0 


2.1 


0.0 


0.0 


TESA II (SIP only) 


27 


6.4 


55.6 


33.3 


3.7 


7.4 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


TESA III 


126 


5.8 


22.2 


47.6 


18.3 


8.7 


2.4 


o.'a 


0.0 


TESA IV 


119 


6.3 


50.4 


38.7 


9.2 


1.7 


O.O 


0.0 


' 0.0 


TESA Y 


124 


6.3 


47.6 


43.5 


3.2 


4.8 


0.9 


0.0 


0.0 


TESA V (SIP only) 


25 


6.6 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


0.0 


O.O 


0.0 


0.0 


Overall Bating 


652 


6.1 


38.0 


42.3 


12.7 


5.5 


1.3 


0.2 


0.0 



Table 7 

Percent and Average Responae of All PartloipantA and 
SIP Partlolpaota in Overall Bating of tbe TESA Prograa 



Average 



PttTctttta, of BaaPflndanta 



4 



^ Lou 



10. Vbat la your overall 
rating of the TESA 
Prograa? 

All partlolpanta 113 
SIP only 25 



1.6 
1.2 



60.2 28.3 8.0 2.6 0.9 
76.0 24.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 



ERIC 



I 

On tbe TESA Prograa Eyaluatlon Survey partlolpanta were aXao aaked to 
prioritize tbe three interaotlona which were aoat effectlye, and the three 
^ wbieb were leaat effiMUve, fbe data oono«>ning Vcm aoot affaotive ^ 



15. 



0 



/ . 
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interactions are siiBBarlze4 in Table 8, while tbe least eff (active interactions 
are sumBarized in Table 9* The aoet effecftive interactions included "equitable 
distribution" and *delvingf" while tbe least effectiTe interactions included 
"reasons for praise," "ooapliMintSf." and "higher level questioning." SIP 
respondents for the moct part indicated siailar priorities. These 
"interactions" wer^ representative of a niaber of strategies pi^esented at the 
insenrioe prograas to help teachers isprove teacher-student interaction as a 
BMans of isproving student aobieveaent. 

' • * 

Table 8 

Percent of TESA Respondents Selecting First, 
Second, and Third Most Effective Interactions 



Parcggt of Bgawodftata 



ERIC 



Interaction 


First Most 


Secohd Most 
ETfeetlve 


Third Most 
EffectiTe 


Equitable Distribution 


29.9 


4.6 


7.5 


Individual Helping 


19.6 


13.0 


6.5 . 


Latency 


13.1 


12.0 


5.6 


Delving 


3.7 


, 16.7 


15.9 




1 0 




U eU 


Affimation 


0.9 


1.9 


4.7 


Praise 


13.1 


11.1 


11.3 


Reason for Praise 


1.9 


8.3 


5.6 


Listening 


4.7 


10.2 


6.5 


Accepting Feelings 


0.9 


' 0.0 


4.7 


Proxiffit/ 


3.7 


8.3 


6.5 


Courtesy 


2.9 


4.6 


9.3 * 


Cospliaents 


0.9 


3.8 


6.5 


Touching 


1.9 


4.6 


7.5 


Desisting 


0.9 


0.0 


'l.9 


Total 


16 


100$ 


lOOf 



Table 9 

PftTMiit of TSSA RMpoiKtoBtt S«ltotiil^ First, 
S%<sooA, .mA Third Ua«t €ff»otly« latefaotlons 
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Xnteraotlon 
_ CAtaiforlAfl 


First Least Sedpnd Least 


Third Least 
iffaotlv* 


Squitable Distribution 


4.2 


* 2.4 


3.e 


IndiTldual H«Xpim[ 


1.1 


1.2 


0.0 


Latency 


2.1 


7.1 


7.7 r{ 

1 


Delving 


5.2 


9.4 


6.4 


Hl^ Level Questioning 


12.6 


2.4 


15.5 


ifflrastlon 


9.5 


7.1 


• 

6.4 


Frals« 


3.2 


4.7 


3.8 


Reason for Praise 


18.9 




9.6 


Listening 


2.1 


1.2 




Acoeptlng Feelings 


2.1 


. ' 2.4 


7.7 


« 

Pr<?xlBitT 


\ 12.6 


. 9.4 , 


3.8 


Courtesy 


2.1 


4.7 


10.3 


CoMpHannts 


7.* 


17.6 


6.4 


Touching 


9.5 


4.7 


•7.7 


D<isisting 




8.1 


11.5' 

e 


Total ^ 


lOOf 




1001 



ERIC 
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A Mjor ohsraot«rl8tio of a soliool ijiproTmnt progrm U the Booltorlng 
of pupU ftofalev«Mnt In Um 1m«1o aklU mas. Aa part of tbla procaaa, the 
Arlthaetio CospataUon Teat and the B^adloc Coaprebenaion Teat of the 
CoBprehenalT*, Teati of Baalo SklUa (CTBS- 1968) tmr« adalnlstered to all 
pupUa in the five SIT aohoola dwln« October, 1982. Thla teat adiOnlatratlon 
aerred aa a i«^teat aeaaure of puplla' aklll lerela. Fbetteat daU imre 
eollected aa P«;t of the dlatrlofa oltywlde teating progr« during April. 
"1983. In addition, the CTBS Arithaetio * Conoepta Teat and' AritbMtio 
Appllcationa Teat were adaisiatered to all the puplla at Vest Broad 
Eleaentary. Th^^^e addiUonal teata were uaed hecaoae the -ataff at thla aohool 
waa Baking a aajor. effort to iaprore pupUa' aath alcLlla. The teat level and 
fora by grade level la reported in Table 10. 



Table 10 



CTBS Teat Level and Pora 
Reported by Grade Level 



Grade 



AritaMtlO 



Level 



Fom 



Level 



Fora 



5 
6 
7 
8 



2 
2 
3 
3 
4 



Q 
R 
Q 
B 
Q 



2 
2 
3 
3 
3 



Q 
B 
Q 
B 
Q 



r 



To be included it the evaluation aaaple a pupil bad to have taJcen the 
preteat and poatteat in the aan achool and had to have a non-sero aoore on 
both the preteat and the poatteat. Of the 1,7*5 puplla preteated with the 
Arithaatio Coaputation Teat, 1,*59 (83.61) aet the aeleoUon criteria and were 
included in the evaluation eaaple. Of the 1,701 iwpUa preteated with the 
Beading Ccaprebenaion Teat, 1,427 (83.9f) aet the aeleoUon criteria and were 
included in the evaluation aaaple. 

The reaaloder of thia report ia a deaoription of the preteat- poatteat 
reaulta. In iuterpreting theae reanlta the reader ahould be aware of the four 
typea of aoorea need in carrying out the daU aaalyaea. Firat, the raw acore 
ia aiaply the ntpber of iteaa on which the pupil aarked duly the correct 
reaponae. Second, the grade equivalent (GE) eoore ia the grade level at which 
the aedian raw aoore of the noraing group waa the aaae aa raw score of the 
pupil tested. That ia, if a pupil obtained a grade equivalent of 3.1, the 
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>.pupll*s raw score vas tba saae as the aedlan score tor third grade pupils In 
the aonalng srou^ who were tested in October. The grade equivalent is not an 
equal unit of aeasureaent and protrides lis! ted inf(»r«at4ron about the pupil *s 
perforaance. • Third, the perce!it41^ (lile) score indicates hov the pupil's rm 
score coapares with the raw .scores of the pupils in the norains group. A 
percentile score of 7Q indicates that the pupil did as well ot better than 70% 
of the pupils in the nonslng group. The percentile, is not an equal unit of 
neasureiMmt, but does provide ooaparatiTe Inforaatlon regarding the pupil's 
perforaance; Fourth, the norsaX ounre equivalent (Id) is a standard soore 
with ft Bean of 50 and a standard derlatlon of about 21. Onlike the grade 
equlTalent and the percentile^ the gCS is an equal unit of Masureaent. This 
aeans that the distance between any two points in the VCS distribution is the 
saae and represents the saae anoui!^ of ohange (see Appendix 0 for the 
distribution of different types of scMe). A aajor adrantage of MCE scores is 
thi^t arithaetio operations can be done w^b thea. For e^owple, pretest- 
posttest change scores can be ooaputed and areraaed. While percentile and 
grade equiralent scores are used i« this report, the ICE score represents the 
aost accurate picture of pupil growth. 

Table 11 contains a suMsry 'of |»*eteat, post test, and ohaoge scores for 
Arlthnetlo Ccaputation for all five -SIP schools reported by grade level. The 
suaaary reveals that the average growth in arithaetio acblAveaent exceeded the 
expected at each grade level. While the expected MCS ohange Is.sero, the 
average overall ohange in SIP schools was 13*6. This is alaost twice the 
ohange that BCIA Chapter 1 uses as a general rule to judge that a' prograa is 
succeAsful. Overall, 27. H of the pupils were at grade level on the pretest; 
posttest results showe^. that 58,8$ wei^s at grade level. While the inorease in 
the {jlsrcent of pupils at grade level was substantial . at each grade level , only 
34 .'ii of the seventh-graders and' 41.9$ of the eighth-graders were at grade 
level on the post test. Apppendix I contains pretest-post test results tor 
individual SIP schools. 

Table 12 contains a suaaary of pretest-pos^test , aiKi change scores for 
Reading Coaprehension for all five SIP schools reported by grade level. The 
suaaary reveals that the average growth in reading achleveaent exceeded the 
expected at each grade level. (The average growth at the seventh grade was 
less than one MCE point.) While the expected WC8 change is zero, the average 
ohange in SIP schools was 4.2. Overall, 33*7$ of the pupils were at grade 
level on the pretest; post test results showed that .45.61 were at grade level. 
While tliere was a substantia^, inorease in the percent of pupils at grade level 
in four of the five grade levels in reading, the change was far less draaatio 
than the change for arithaetic. 
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Table 11 

Median huro«iitU«| MMUan Qra<to Bquivalaiit, and 
Moraia Curva Bquivalant; and i^roant at Grade Level 
• fob* tlia Pr«taat, PMttaat, and Chance Sooraa for 

Arltliaa^o Coaputatlon Baported by Grade Level 



Grade N 



Nedlao 
lUe 



Hedlan 



Mean 



f At 
Or. Lev. 



Bgattoat 



Median Median Mean % At 
lUe OE NCK Or. Uv. 



Median 
GB 



Mean 
NCB 



$ At 
Qr. Lev. 



i| 
5 
6 
7 
8 



531 
582 
121 
108 
117 



29.3 
37.3 
32.2 

23.9 
31.6 



3.6 
*.7 
5.3 
5.6 
6.8 



39.9 
M.5 
39.2 
35.* 
il2.6 



25.1 
33.5 
19.0 
111.8 
28.2 



61.2 
63.0 
5i|.6 
35.5 
*5.9 



5.0 
6.1 
7.0 
6.8 
8.11 



56.8 
57.8 
52.9 
42.0 

W.3 



63.8 
63.8 
51.2 
3*. 3 
41.9 



1.3 
1.5 
1.7 
1.1 
0.9 



16.9 
13.3 
13.8 
6.6 
5.7 



38.7 
30.3 
32.2 

19.5 
13.7 



Total 1*59 



HI .5 



27.* 



55.1 



58.8 



13.6 



31.* 



OD 
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Table 12 



Itodlan Feroentiltt, Itodlan Or«(t« B^uivalent, and 
Nor«al Cunre Bqulvalant; and iWo«iit at Grade Level 
for Uie Pre teat, FDstteafc, .and Change Scores for 
Reading Ccaprebenelon Reported by Grade Level 



freteat 



Orade 



Median 



Median Mean 
OB NCR 



% At 
Or. Lev. 



Median 



PoatL lat, 



Median 



Mean 
NCR 



% At 

Or. Lev. 



Median Mean % At 
GB RCE Or. Uv. 





527 


39.6 


3.6 




35.1 


47.7 


4.6 


48.7 


47.4 


0.9 


4.3 


12*. 3 


5 


570 


39.7 


*.5 


46.0 


33.2 


46.7 


5.5 


50.4 


46.5 


0.9 


4.4 


13.3 


6 


121 


32.9 


i|.9 


42.6 


28.9 


43.9 


6.2 


46.3 


43.0 


1.0 


3.8 


14.1 


7 


lOHf 


3*. 9 


6.0 


112.7 


38.5 


39.5 


7.0 


43.f 


39.4 


0.7 


0.9 


0.9 


8 


105 


27.1 


6.2 


41.6 


30.5 


42.7 


7.9 


48.2 


41 .0 


1.2 


6.6 


10.5 



Total 1427 



44.6 



33.7 



48.8 



45.6 



4.2 



11.9 



22 



23 
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If it la aaauMvd that a pupil wbo la no lore than ooa yaair ImIow grade 
Xwl can adaquataly fiuiotion in tha claaaroost it ia of interaat to detaraine 
tba paroant of pupUa wbo wa^a no aora than ona year ^loir grada laral on tha 
poattaat. TkbXa 13 contains a aunary of tba peroant of pbpiXa at or abora ona 
year balcw grada Xaval for tha two aohlaTaaant taata adainiatarad. Approxi- 
■ataly 10$ aora pupils on tba poattaat seorad at or abora ona yaar balov grada 
lava! in Arithaatic Coaputation. Vbila tha inoraaaa in tha paroant of .pupils 
at gradaa aix through aigfat ara anoouraging, tha fact that H»3% of tha 
aaYanth-gradars vara atill aora than ona year balov grada laral oh tba poattaat 
points out a problaa in tba araa of oosputation at tha saranth grada laval^ 
Tha raading rasults' ara lass encouraging. Vhila thara vas an inoraaaa in tha 
paroant of pupUs no aora than ona yaar balov grade level in the aiddle school 
grades, alaost half the serenth- and eighth-gradera scored acre than one y^ar 
belov grade lerel on ':be reading posttest. Vben considering these datA it 
should be reaeabered that approxiaately a third of the noraing saaple soored 
ona or acre years belov grade level. 



Table 13 

Percent of Pupils At or Above One Tear Belov 
Grade Level on the Pretest and Posttest 
Reported by Grade Level 



Grade Pretest Posttest Change Pretest Posttest Change 



k 


85.3 


90.8 


5.5 


74.4 


71.2 


-3.2 


5 


76.1 


85.2 


9.1 


69.5 


65.6 


-3.9 


6 


59.5 


76.0 


16.5 


46.3 


55.4 


9.1 


7 


33.3 


53.7 


20.4 


47.1 


51.0 


3.9 


8 


47.0 


64.1 


17.1 


44.8 


50.5 


5.7 



Total 72.6 82.5 9.9 65.9 64.6 -1.3 * 



A aajor theae of aost of thl» literature oh effective schools is that a 
school is effective if the eoonoaically disadvantaged' pupils in the ^obool 
learn the basic skills to the saae extent as pupils not^ eooocaically 
disadvantaged. Analyses of tlte pretest-post test SIP data were aade to 
deteralne the degree to vhich the achieveaent gains of pupils in the school 
district subsidised lusoh prograa vere ocaiparable to the gains of pupils not in 
the lunch prograa. A pugil vbose Student Master File record Indicated that the 
pupil vas receiving eltber a free or reduced price luaoh vas included in the 
subsidized lunch group* The achieveaent gains of these pupils vere coapared 
vlth the gains of pupils not involved in the subsidized lunch prograa. 

Table 14 contains a suaaary of the pretest, posttest, and ch&. scores 
for Arithaatic Coaputation reported by subsidized lunch category. Of the 1 ,459 
Q pupils tested in arithaetic, 71.71 (1,046) vere in the subsidized lunch 
ERIC category. At each gri^de level the a^an ICE vas lover for the pupils, in the ^ 



•Table U 



MMm 101, FtrMot At Orad« L«v«l, and Peroent At 
or Above 000 tmmr Boloii Qrado L«v«l for Um Pretast, 
Posttoat, and Cbaiiga Sooraa for ArltbMtlo Coaputatlon 
Raportad by Subaldised Lunob Catagory Witbln 6rade Laval 











Pr«t«at 






Poattaat 








Mgfi- 


Orada 


SubsidlKod 

Lunob 


N 


Naan 
NCB 


f At 
Orl Lav. 


% At Ona 

Tr. Balow 


Naan 
NCI 


% At 
Or. Lav. 


% At Ona 
Yr. Balow 


Maao 
NCB 


— ^ 

% At 
Or. Lav. 


% At Ona 

Yr. Balow 


H 


Yaa 

No 

Total 


r09 
531 


39./ 

43.1 

39.9 


23.9 
29.4 
25.1 


' 84.4 
89.0 
85.3 


54.5 
66.0 
56«8 


59.7 
79.8 
63.8 


56.6 

99.1 
-90.8 


15.4 

22.9 
16.9 


35.8 
50.4 
38.7 

0 


4.2 
10.1 
5.5 


5 


Yaa 
No 

Total 


454 

128 
582 

,P , 


44.1 
45.9 
44.5 


32*6 
?6.7 
' 33.5 


76.2 

75.8^ 

76.1 


56.5 
62.4 
57.8 


60.8 
74.2 
63.8 


83.9 
89.8 
85.2 


12.4 
16.5 
13.3 


2tf a2 

37.5 
30.3 


7.7 
14.0 
9.1 




Taa 
No 

Total 


65 
• 56 
' 121 


36.5 
42.3 
39.2 


16.9 
21.4 
19.0 


49.2 
71.4 

59.5 


47.5 
59.3 
52*9 


46.2 
57.1 ' 
51.2 


69.2 

83.9* 

76.0 


11.0 
17.0 
13.8 


29.3 
35.7 
32.2 


20.0 
12.5 
16.5 


7 


Taa 
No 

Total 


52 
56 
108 


33.1 
37.5 
35.4 


13.5 
16.1 
14.8 


28.9 
37.5 
33.3 


38.8 

44.9 
42.0 

a 


32.7 
i5.7 
34.3 


48.1 
58.9 
53.7 


5.8 
7.5 
6.6 


19.2 
19.6 
19.5 


19.2 
21.4 
20.4 


8 


Yea 
No 

Total 


53 
64 

117 


39.1 
45.4 
42.6 


18.9 
35.9 
28^2 


39.6 

. 53.1 
47.0 


43.3 
52.4 

48.3 


28.3 
53.1 
41.9 


50.9 
75.0 
64.1 


— 

4.2 
7.0 
5.t 


9.4 

17.2 
13.7 


11.3 
21.9 
17.1 



Overall Yea 1046 40.8 26.5 73.6 53.6 56.4 81.5 12.8 29.9 7.9 

Ho 413 43.4 29.8 70.0 59.0 64.9 85.0 15.6 35.1 15.0 

^ Total 1459 41.5 27.4 72.6 55.1 58.8 82.5 13.6 31.4 - 9.9 

: 5 ' . 
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BubsldLsed lunob omt«gory. This w«b true on botb the pretMt and tb« 
posttest. At sone grad^ levels the difference between the awane for the ti^'^ 
categories was not large* The difference between the percent at grade level 
for the two categories was consistently In the saaie direction as the NCE 
results. However » on the pretest 3*6% acre of the pupils In the subsidised 
Itmch category scored at or above one year below grade level. 

When pretest-post test change was compared » sean ICE change was found to' be 
consistently larger for the pupils not In the subsidized lunch category*^/ In 
arlthaetlOy pupils not In the subsidized lunch category tended to: (a) ebore 
higher on the pretest; (b) score higher on the posttest; and (c) show greater 
growth between the pretest ano the posttest. " 

Table 15 contains a subwut of the pretest » posttest » and change scores 
for Reading Coaprehenslon reported by subsidized lunch category. Of the 1,427 
pupils tested In reading, T\,^% (1,019) were In the subsidized lunch category. 
At each grade level the aean MCE was lower for the pupils In the subsidised 
lunch prograa. This was true for both the pretest and the posttest. The 
difference between the percent at grade level and the difference between the 
percent at .or above one year belov grade level for the two categories was 
consistently in the saae direction as the MCE results* Vben pretest-posttest 
change was cmpared, the aean NCE was found to be consistently larger for the 
pupils not In the subsidized lunch category. In reading, pupils not In the 
subsidized lunch category tended to: (a) score higher on the pretest; (b) 
score higher on the posttest; and (o) show greater growth between the pretest 
and the posttest. Overall, the percent at grade level increased by 11. 9f frc« 
the pretest to the posttest. At grades five, seven, and eight the change In 
the percent was lar^r for the pupils In the subsidized lunch category. 
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Table 15 

•toao MCE, Percent At Grade LeYel, and Peroent At 
or AlMnre One Tear Below Grade Level for tbe Preteat, 
Posttest, and Change Scores for Beading Co«prenension 
Deported by Subsidised Lunch Categorjr Vithin Grade Level 



ERIC- 



Total 



28 



1427 M.6 



33.7 



65.9 



48.8 



45.6 



64.6 



4.2 



11.9 



Grad6 


Luncta 


N 


• «w<AAI 

NCB 


t At. 

Or. Lev. 




< At- OtiA 

Yr. Below 


nean 
NCB 


< Af 

Or. Lev. 


> at une 
Yr. Below 


— 
Nean 

NCB 


Change 

% At % kt One 
Or. Lev. Tr. Below 


4 


Tea 

Mo 

Total 


419 

527 


42.1 

1 

•>3 • 1 

44.4 


29.4 
35.1 


71.1 

A*7 A 
Of eU 

74.4 


46.3 

We7 


41.1 

7Z.Z 
47.4 


66.6 

Aft A 

08.9 

71.2 


4.1 

4eO 

4.3 


11.7 
14.8 

12.3 


'^H e5 

1e9 A 


5 


Tea 
Total 


446 

570 


44.7 
46.0 


28e9 

MA k 

33.2 


65.7 
03. 1 
69.5 


48.8 

50.3 

50.4 


42.8 

59.7 
46.5 


61.9 
79.0 
65.6 


4.0 
5.8 
4.4 


13.9 

11.3 
13.3 


^ el 

-3.9 


6 


, Tea 

If U 

Total 


67 
121 


37.3 

e 1 

42.6 


13.4 

MA O 

28.9 


34.3 

0 1 e 1 

46.3 


40.0 
46.3 


25.4 

04 eO 

43.0 


40.3 
74. > 
55.4 


2.7 
5.1 
3.8 


12.0 
16.6 
14.1 


6.0 
13.0 
9.1 


7 


Yes 
No 

Total 


45 
59 
104 


40.7 
44.3 
42.7 


33.3 
42.4 
38.5 


46.7 
47.5 
47.1 


41.0 
45.7 
43.7 


35.6 
42.4 
39.4 


46.7 
54.2 
51.0 

1 


0.3 
1.5 
0.9 


2.3 
0.0 
0.9 


0.0 
6.7 
3.9 


8 


Yes 

No 

Total 


42 

63 
105 


36.6 
45.0 
41.6 


16.7 
39.7 
30.5 


31.0 
54.0 
44.8 


43.8 
51.2 
48.2 


28.6 
49.2 
41.0 


35.7 
60.3 
50.5 


7.2 
6.2 
6.6 


11.9 
9.5 
10.5 


4.7 

6.3 
5.7 


Overall 


Yes 
No 


1019 
408 


42.7 
49.3 


27.8 
48.5 


63.6 
71.6 


46.6 
54.1 


40.0 
59.6 


60.7 
74.5 


3.9 
4.9 


12.2 
11.1 


n2.9 
2.9 



-1.3 
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During thm 1982-83 sobool 7«ar, the studsnts, staffs, and parents at tba 
five partloipating sotiools In the Sebool Xaproreaent ProgrsB vera inrolTod In 
ntaterous aotiTltias. Some of tba aotiTltias, related to tHe evaluation design 
specified In tbe prograa |»*oposal, are briefly soMarlsed bereln. 

1 • A needs assessnent was oooduoted during tbe aontb of 
- October, 1982 to asoeftaln and to prioritise needs 
IdenUfled by teaobers at eaob building. Tbe needs 
assessaent was .based on tbe work of Brookorer In tbe 
Scbool Sodal aiaate Stw^ at Nleblgan State Onlreralty 
(1978)* Tbe data froa tbe assessMnt InstrtOMnt were 
analysed by tbe OepartMnt of KvaluaUon Senrloes and 
reported to tbe scbool staffs In order to serve as a 
baslA for tbe deirelopaen't of action plans to guide tbe 
progrsM efforts at eaob building for tbe reaalnder of 
tbe scbool year* 

2. Parenta at tbe five participating scbools were surreyed 
during April, 1963 conoemlag tbelr awareness of, and 
reaotlons to tbe Scbool Xaproreaent Progran. Altbougb 
only 36 .91^ of tbe 1»024 parents responding %o tbe sunrey 
were sware of tbe sobool*s alsslon statement for tbe year, 
a large percent of tbe parents (85.9) beUered tbat tbe 
Scbool laproreaent Progras belped tbelr oblldren during 
tbe scbool year. 

3. Insenrloe support was prof^ded to tbe professional staff 
■eabers at eaob of tbe fire participating scbools, In order 

to Increase tbelr understanding of tbe conoepta and strategies 
InvolTed In tbe lapleaentatlon of tbe Scbool Inprbveaeiit Program* 
By Hay, 1983 a total of 22 Insenrloe sessions were conducted at 
tbe five prograa scbools, InvolTlng 488 parUdpants (a duplicated 
count). Tbe Insenrloe sessions were rated by partlolponts as 
succeasful In aeetlng tbelr stated objectives, and participants 
indicated tbat tbey applied specific akllls or stiVtegles in 
tbelr jobs. 

4. SoM professional staff aeabers frm tbe fire participating 
scbools received additional Inservloe aupport during tbe year. 
A total of 34 taaobers froa tbe five SIP scbools partlolpated 
in tbe TXSA Inservloe prograa oonduoted by tbo Oepartaent of 
Staff Developaent and Buaao Selatlons. Altbougb evaluation 
data for SIP taaobers were available for only tbe second and 
flftb Inservloe ^*ograBS, tbe respondenta bave generally 
indicated tbat tbe Inservloe sessions provided a clear a. ;er<. 
standing of unit Interaotlons, and bave indicated satisfaction 
wltn tbe prograa. 



30 



4 



25 



ERIC 



5. Aa part of ttat wMxltorlng of pupil aohl^TflMiat in th0 
bMio skills t tiM Arittotio CoaputaUoB Ta«t and Um 
Raadios Co«pr«lMosloA Test of tbs CoBprshansiTa Tasts of 
Basio Skills (cms) vkf adaiaistarad to all pupils in 
th^ fiva SIP sehools* Tha prataat was adniiiistarad in 
Ootobar, 1982; tlie poattast was a<teiaistara<l ia AprU, 1983 
as part of tlie distriot oltfuida tasting prograB. Pratast- 
poattast sooras wara obtalnad od 1 ,459 pupils in aritlnwtio 
and 1,427 pupils in raadiag. Analjsaa of thasa sooraa aboirad 
tba pupils ohanga in aoliiaTflaant vas graatar than azpaotad in 
both arithaatio and raading. Tba growth in arlthM^o vas 
substantial with 31 acre of tha pupils at grada laral on 
tha posttest than at grada laral on tha pratast. Tba 
ooaparabla figura f<»* raading was 11.99* Vbila Um aohiara- 
aant rasults wara vanr positiva, aspaoially for tha first 
yaar of a pkvgraa with tha soopa of SIP, tba ^•asuits aoggastad 
that if tha prograa is to fulljr aohioTa its goals, oonsidaration 
aust ba giran to tha problsa of tha lowar aohiarsaant gains of 
pupils froa low inoeaa faailias. 
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A»r1 nan Krtnnitil nnil Irtinimh . Jrwitnil > 1978, Ji3^ 

301-31 



BrookDT«r» B a — e r , L«, Ithls, B«» Batbavagr, D., 
Lasotta, L., Miliary 8«> Tasaalaoqua, J., and 

Tornatskj, CrMting flff fWtlTW , ffiihiffllas hn ,1 niwnrl m 

AfllkUaaMnfcj^ H oXaa a Baaoliy na,: Laarniai Poblioatlona, 
1982. 



California Taat Bureau. CtmMhmnM^irm t^tM e%t iufmir, ffiHiin. 
Montarajf Calif.: MoOnm-BiU » Ino», 1968.' 



Sdaooday R. Prograaa of aohool iaprovaaaot: An orerriaw. 



ERIC 



32 



* 

i. SD/BS Vorkihop BraloaUon Foni 

B. 3D/BB FolIoifoUp Fpra 

C. TKSA Eraluatioii Form (7) 

D. Sobool CXlmte ?arl«bL«8 of th« Teaoter Qutstlooiwlrtt 
B. Chronology of Insarvlo* AotlyitlM 

F. qirooology of TESA Iaa«nrloo AotlTlU«a 

G. Distribution of SoorM B«latiTo to the lorul Curro 

H. Parent Surrey For« 

I. CTBS Pretest- Poet test Besults for SIP Schools 

i 
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SD/BB Workshop Eraluatloxi Fora 
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School Tv^'t Hoktm Day Year 
Cooc 



For 

OFFICE 
USE OHtY 



SD/IIR imSllOP EV/UUATIOH F0W1 



VcRKtHOP Topic 

PRESCIITER 

Saioot 



Sponsor 
Date 



Directions - It is our objective to provide quality Imservice PRoaRA«s for District Personnel. 

Please respond to each of the fouowing questions to help us determine the effectiveness of 
this Imservice Program. 

1. WCRC TH£ OBJEaiVES OF THE InSERVICE PROGRAM CLEARLY STATED? 



YES □ NO □ WJCERTAIN Q 



2. «0W would YQU RATE THI^ WORKSHOP IN MEETING ITS STATED OBJECTIVES? 

VERY LITTLE MO 

SUCCESSFUL SUCCESSFUL* IfflDECIDED SUCCESS SUCCESS 

5 i| 3 2 1 

3. Did ihe information presented increase your awareness or uj<derstanding of the above topic? 

^5 CZI lH lff<CERTAlN 

^1, Did vou odtain kwowudce and/or acquire skills as a result of the Iwservice? 

YES Q NO □ UNCERTAIN [j 
5. Points of the program that yfV'i, most helpful. , — , — 



6* Suggestions for improvement • 



7. As A RESULT of TODAY'S SESSION I WILL 



8. PUlASC LIST ADfflTlONAL STAFF DEVELOPMENT CONCERNS AND/OR PROBLEMS YOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE 
COVERED IN FUTURE MEETINGS. — . 



ERIC 
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Thank you for your assistance. SO/UR 8*81 



/ 



SD/HR Follow-Up Svarr^f Font 
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FOaOW-UP SURVEY FORM 



I l| U ' 'I III I*"' OffiCi 
school Type npntiv Day Ytar w$« only 
Code 



Workshop Topic 



Your School 



/ 



Workshop Date 



Today's Date 



d?J!!*" of an Inservici workshop in which you participated 4 to 6 

2. How many of these skills/strategies 
have yog actually been able to try/ 
apply In your job? (Circle only one) 



1. How many of these skills/strategies do 
you believe you could try/apply in 
your job? (Circle only one) 

6 orjj^e 



0 1-2 



3-5 



1-2 



3-5 



6 or More 



Appendix C 
TMSl Bralnation For** (7) 
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c-n (c-s) 



EVALUATION -r WOIUCSIIOP n 
TESA 



Which nrc you? (jchcck) ^Teacher Panicipant ^Gucst A<»JJiin»iratof 

.^ide Participant -^Other 
^Gucst Teacher 

J. What did you like ^«f/. about the first workshop? 



2. What did you Ukt least npout the first ^workshop? 



3. Addiiionai CoimDenti/Kensarks 



4. Do you have a dear understanding of the Unit 1 interactions? 



Pcrfcctjy 7, 
dear 



5. Is there anytiiing about ihe project that disturbs you at this time? 
No Yes ir please explain: 



1 Do not understand 
(hem at all 



6. After learning about the projea. how enthunastic do you fed about your partidpation? 
Enthusiastic 7 6 5 4 3 2 i Rductant ' 



(cifds a tnuobtr) 
1. How satisfied were you with today's worksbop? 

Complcicly 7 6 5 4 3 



satisfied 



J .Utterly . 
dissatiified 
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EVALUATION — WOUICSHOP n 
TESA 



Which arc you? (check) _ Teacher Ptrticipant ^ Guest Admmistraior 

_ Aide Ptrtidpani ^ Other 
«^ Guest Teicher ^ 

I. What did you enjoy moit about today's workshop? 



2. What did you enjoy least about today's workshop? 



3. Are you having p; obleips regarding the scheduling of observations? (check) 
No . Yes If "yes," please explain: 



4S.D0 you feci comfortable with an observer coding in your classroom? 

ConipIc<cly 7,. 6 5 4 3 2 I Completely 
comfortable (drde t mmber) uncomfortable 

5. Do you have a dear undersunding of the Unif 2 interactions? 

Perfectly 7 6 5 4 ^ 2 1 Do not uiJerstand 



dear (drcJc a mtnilicr) 

6. How satisfied were ypo with f'pday'i workshop? 
Compicicly 7 6 5 4 3 



satisfied 



(circk » mur'atr) 



them at all 



2 1 Completely 
dissatisfied 
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Which arc you? (check) 



EVALUATION — U'OfCKSIlOr If2 
TESA 



Teacher Panicjpnnt Gucsi Administraior 

Aide Participant Other 

Guest Teacher 



I. Do you think ihat being involved in dcvelopins a skit to dcmoiistrate the interactions has 
given you a better understanding of how to practice and code ihcm? 



Yes 



No 



2. Do you feel that we should continue having the participants demonstrate the interactions? 
Yes No 

3. Additional Commcnts/Uemarks 



4. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit 3 inieraaions? 

Perfectly 7 5 4 3 2 1 Do not undcrsund 



(cirde a mimt>er) 
5. How satisfied were you ^vith today's workshop? 

6 5 4 3 



Completely 7_ 
saiisilcd 



(drde a ni*«nber) 



them at ail 



J Utterly 
dissatisfied 



ERIC 
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EVALUATION — WOUKSHOP H 
TESA 

Which arc you? (check) _ Teacher Panicipant _ Guest Administrator 

Aide Participant Other 

_ Guest Teacher 

1. At ihis point in ilic project, arc you experiencing any problems in maintaining the observation 
coding sdicduic? 

Everything 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Many 
^ O.K. (drd* • number) problems 

2. Additional Comments/Remarks 



3. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit 4 interactions? 

Perfectly 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Do not understand 

(d/ck a nofnber) tJicm at all 

4. How satisfied were you with today's workshop? 

Completely 7 6 5. 4 3 2 ^ 1 Utterly 
satisfied (drda t mimber) dissatisfied 

1 
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EVALUATJON ~ WOKICSHOP ffS 
TESA 

Which you? '-Jicck) Tcnchcr Panicipam ^ Gucsi Adminislraior 

^ Aide Partidpam ^ Other 
Guest Teacher 

1. Please fcad all the staicmcnis below and select the one wliich best describes your opinion. 
I ijjinlc most mdien in the district would benefit by participating in a program such 

as this. 

J think a iimitgd number of teachers in the district would benefit by participating in a 

program such as this. 

I question the value of this, program, dtJicr for teachers or students. 

2. Comments/Remarks 



3. Do you have a cJear understanding of the Unit 5 interactions? 

Perfectly 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Do not understand 
clear (drde « number) them at all 

4. How sauf ficd -.vcre you «ith today's workshop? 

Completely 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Utterly 
satisfied (cvde « mnbcr) dissatisfied 
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Grcfi'? Level : ' (1) Elementary (2) Middle (3) Secondary 

(CijTlc only one) n*u / % 

— — Other (specify) • 

TCSA Workshops Attended: (1) TESA I (2) TESA II (2) TESA III 
( Circle an that apply) ; ' , 
ULJJ (4 XESA IV (5) TESA Y 



Instructions: Please complete the ratings for items A through P by 
circling the number that best Indicates your reponse. Item 6 asks 
Lior your consents. Be sure to complete the back of this form. 



^* wrkshi^sr*' ^''^ helpfulness of the strategies presented in the TESA 

Of No Help Of Little Help Undecided Helpful Very Helpful 
' 2 3 4 5 

# 

B. Have you applied the Interaction strategies In your classroom? 

Ves Ho 
12 

ml stress level? ""'^^^''5 strategies, do you perceive a reduction In 

Yes No 
1 2 

As a direct result of applying the TESA strategies, has student attendance improved? 

Yes No Same 

12 3 

• Soble^rSeen^'r^du'cedV""''"' strategies., has the number of discipline 

Yes . No Undecided 

1 2 3 

- « 

' l^?ovedl" ''""^^ °^ ■^"^ "'•««59'«. has student academic performance 



Yes No 
1 2 



Comtents: 



TESA - PROGRAM EVALUATION SURVEY 

"^^-^ ^ ScboPiYt^. 

Ptiose cJuck ihe approffrkttt ansmr to mcA /«nv Mow, 

S«: M«kC FeowJcC Y«wi in profwkm: l-iG 6.10C 

A|r 20.23 G 2^30 C 31-35 G 36-«0 C 4M5 C 2 
Your assignnMot: Admmwwior C Aide Q Coumdor □ 



IM5 



TnOmC Other Z 



Cottftt/Unimity G 



16+ C 



PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST REPRESENTS YOUR ANSWER TO THE QUESTION ASKED. 

1. To w»m defw wtre obj«aiv« of th« TESA profrtm 
«m»niau«4 to you? 

4 

m adiMvuif the o(»}ecsivee? ) / 

3. To wlw degree dW Uie i«tniewi<«) dwiowintte 1 0^ 
and undemanding of TBSA eoncepa? _ . 

^' Si^?'*T!*.f^.'!*.^''*'^ communicMing TESA 

^' ScA*"* ^ iwwuctoits) dcmoastme emtnisiMni for the 
profnun? 

TESA program imrodnce yo« co new profes- 
notuu foees? ^ ^ ^ ^ 

7. To witti degree did ciie TESA prpgram provide y^u with apoiied end 
funf^ionnl knowledge and pnwicBir. _ _ 

8. To what degree did your umiivemem in tjie TESA program resuU in 
ponmj changes in your aitimde and beimvior toward perteived "tows"? 

9. To whai degree wai the program w«Uorganiied and managed? 

10. What is your overaU rating of tile TESA program? 

H. Do yott believe TKA ihowid condnue as a staff tneervice training pro» 
gram in yoar dbtnec? 



1 


High 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Low 


2. 


High 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Low 


3. 


High 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Low 


4. 


High 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Low 


5. 


High 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Low 


6. 


High 


1 


2 


3 


4 


/ 


Low 


7. 




I 


2 


3 


4 ' 


5 


Low 


8. 


High 


1 


•2 


3 


4 


5 


Low 


9. 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Low 


10. 
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ist most effective 
2nd most effective . 
3rd most effective . 
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Ist least effective 
3nd leMi effective 
3rd least effective 
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Appeiidlx 0 

School dJUnto TarlablM of tbo TMObOf* QiMstlomalni 



46 



Teacher Questionnaire 
SCHOOL CLIHATE SURVEY 



TSCn Ability, Evaluations, Expectations and Quality 
of Education for Colleges (12 Items: 23-29, 
32, 33, 43, 61, 63) 



Content 

What percent of the students In this school do you expect to 
attend college? 

What percent of students In your class do you expect to 
attend college? 

What percent of the students In this school do you expect to 
cewfilete college? 

What percent of the students In your class do you expect to 
cowplete colUge? 

How iiany of the students In this school are capable of getting 
mostly A's and B's? 

How many of the students In your class are capable of getting 
mostly A's and B's? 

How would you rate the academic ability of the students In 
school compared to other schools? 

What percent uf the students In this school would you say 
want to go to college? 

What percent of the students In your class would you say 
want to go to college? 

•Completion of col lege Is a realistic goal which you set for 
what percentage of your students? 

The parents of students In this school are deeply concerned 
that their children receive a top quality education. 

How many of the parents of students In this school expect 
their children to complete college? 
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Te&cher Questionnaire 
SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY 

TSCL2 Present Evaluations and Expectations for High 
School Completion {9 Items: 19-22, 30, 31, 
42, 44, 62) 

Item No, Content 

19 On the average, what level of achievement can be expected of 
the students In this school? 

^20 On the average, what level of achievement can be expected of 
the students In your class? 

21 What percent of the students In this school do you expect to 
complete high school? 

22 Uhat percent of the students ,1n your class do you expect to 
complete high school? 

30 Wh^t percent of the students In this school would you say want 
to complete high school? 

31 What percent of the students In your class would you say want 
to complete high school? 

42 Completion of high school Is a realistic goal which you set for 

what percentage of your students? 

■ < 

44 How often do you stress to your students the necessity of a post 
high school education for a good Job and/or a comfortable life? 

62 How many of the parents of students In this school expect their 
children to complete high school? 
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) Teacher Questionnaire 

SCHOOL aiNATE SURVEY 

TSCL3 Teacher-Student Cowal twent to Improve (10 Items: 
45-47, 61-55, 58, 59) 

^^g" Content 

45 Do you encourage your students who do not have sufficient 
economic resources to aspire to go to college? 

46 Oo you encourage your students who do not have sufficient 
\ acadenlc abllltlty to aspire to go to college? ♦ 

47 How many teachers In this school feel that all their students 
should be taught to read well and master other academic subjects, 
even though some students may not appear to be Interested? 

51 How oany teachers encourage students to seek extra school work 
so that the students can get better grades? 

52 How many students In this school try hard to Improve on previous 
work^ . 

53 How many students In your class try hard to Improve on previous 
work? 

54 How many students In this school will try hard to do better 
school work than their friends? 

55 How many students In your class will try hard to do better school 
work than their classmates do? 

58 How many students In this school will seek extra work so that 
they can get better gradesT 

59 How many students In your class will seek extra work so that they 
can get better grades? 
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Teachfr Qu«st1onna1r« 

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY 

TSCL4 Teachtr Perception of Principal's Expectations 
(5 Items: 37-41) 

^^^^ Content 

37 What percent of the students In this school do you think the 
principal expects to cogglete high school? 

38 What percent of the students In this school do you think the 
principal expects to attend college? 

39 What percent of the students In this school do you think the 
principal expects to complete college? 

40 How many students In this school do you think the principal 
believes are capable pf getting mostly A's and B*s? 

41 How do you think your principal rates the academic ability of 
the students In this school, compared to other schools? 
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Te«chtr Qutstlonhal rt 

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY 



TSCL5 Teachtr Acadtmlc Futility (7 Items: 48-50 
57, 60, 64, 77) 



Contant 

It Mould be unfair for teachers In this school to Insist on 
a higher level of achievement from students than they now seem 
capable of achieving. 

If I think a student Is not able to do soiHe school work, I 
don't try to push hlM very hard. 

I an generally very careful not to push students to a level of 
frustration. 

How many students In your class are content to do less than 
they should? 

The parents of students In this school regard this school 
primarily as a "^baby-sitting" agency. 

How Riany of the parents of students in this school don't care 
If their children obtain low grades? 

In this school, there is really very little a teacher can do to 
insure that all of his/her students achieve at a high level. 
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AppeiMUx B 
Quronolocf of loMnrloe AotlTltlM 



» 



ImIn^Im UcatlM, iMtrvIca TmIc, lhM*0r NrtlclMdU, 
LMftfe ft Nmmy, «m» fiMlt sijtCtiMii for IM2-1M) 



•iU 






HiMlMr of 

f«rtlcffNMltf 




fiMlt «Ml OkjMtfvM 




MBtl KrAM 

(fr«vUt) 


%\f 1 (CffactfM 
Discipline Practfcat for 
ScImmIs) 


40 








Irevltt 


SIP 1 


17 


6.00 


To pn¥t4» Travitt surr wlU m oppertimity to Motit 4o4 oImi 

lOfOtMir for tiMS iMOliMMItitllM af Ihclr SrkAAl ■ 

ProfTM. Tko okjoctlMf (N^lefly fUto4) Iik1«4»4 prtmmUttm 
or USA. ovorvlow Mrf n»«i«w fro«rMi» tet«| tcteol roodiira 
profTM, boM visits. ii«e<ls assosSMOiit, «m iloMlofMMt af « 

nittlOA StOtOMMt, 




liiMSor 


Sir 1 


20 


&.00 


To^lii M olfenrlOM tmi sot OKFoctatloos; to clarify tlie 
rolo of • school liaison oorsooi U olitalo koo»lo<ltB aiNNit 
tke TISA p«iOfr««; to co«p)ote a Mods assassaMnt iostriMNii; 
to Mvo M oMortiMltjr to tMNii o« a nUsloo statmt fur 
Nliitfsor SclMot. 






SIP 1 


V 


i.OO 


fo faiilllariie staff Mltk tlM factors of offoctlw* iclmau 
to ^I4» s«M diroctloo im4 foidBlloos for the ScImmI 
laiNnOMMMt PrOfTMl ooH to flvo Staff ao ouportMlty to 
flOMrato iMllcators for tlMlr factor. 


S«plMl>er 20 


Ue&t arojiif 


SIP i 


22 


5.25 


lo provide Mnt OrMd staff witii ao offortooity to Morfc »m4 
pim coMtMr fmr tiM laMileMMtatloo of tMir ^knai tmt^^^ 
M«t Proflra*. The o^joctlvM to Mot this imI loclMded m 
ovorvlew aad expectatloM. |»reso«tatlM of TIm o« lask aiM 
Us l«pllcatloM, oMi a seasM o* MthoMtlcs as It rotates 
to MStory. prohliMi solvlof. aod tlew on task. 


MoireMiter 22 




SIP fTcfllM Amd fMt 
Scor* lllUir^«l«tl(Nl) 


11 


1.75 


lo provide the li0d9aMiM»tf stoff with m overview of soe« treads 
lo achioMMMt testlo«; loferMtlM reyardlof the appropriate- 
-^rST*'***** tcoTM; InforiMtloii r«i9ardloe the «se 
of CIIS scores for pwpll lostmctlM; and a report of SIP fall 
test scores, , 




Uest trMil 


SIP II' 

9 


1* 


6.00 


feachlof strateoles oppreprlote to toachlof prehlow-solvloo In 
MthaMtlcsi lotredwco a proposed revised Mih wooltorlof 
syston; discuss grade level coeccmsi sh^re swccessfwl teaching 
Ideas . 
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tMflk |» MMirs. «M 6mU Mrf QkjMtlMf for 



December 8 



OecMber 9 Windsor 



local IM 



iMonrlc* Tofic 



IreviU 



Uece«l>er 10 



January 6 



SIf II 



SIP 11 



23 



19 



6,00 



5.75 



SIP II iUm on Uik) 



32 



6.00 



tair Avenue 



SIP II 



15 



5. SO 



fiMis MM O^jMtlvtf 



. JT!?!*' itrateoles «koMt tite topic "Sdltdloci Strength 
In Ck Idroo-; d»«| Mitk learolof styles. Msic str«teales 
MNl high oxpoctAt loos. * 

Str«to9les for teockli»« readlof coMprekeosloo. oinI sInm 
kow tkese stratoflet coo ko iis«4 In coojMoctleii witk the 
k«$ol rMrflof; rovite dUclpHoe coocerm, IdOotifr specific 
•iM<H. Jovolop action plaos »ttk tl«e-llaesi <te»eloplM 
goo4 sckool dlsclpllNo aotf skoM koM tkis rolites to tiae 
00 tasli provide tofflOstloM for Mfclof ko«e visits a 
positive aod Mitoally keoeflclal endeavor for both parents 
and teachers. 

fo develop an understanding of the kasic concepts associated 
**..? classrooei iMiiaie«ent. Participants 

M II ke akle to Ideotlfy sigoif leant varfaklcs associated 
witk Urn om task, develop skills for evaluating their own 
teacklnfl and assess I of Acadealc Leaminf fla» effectiveness, 
participate In a reflective toackinf activity that Mill 
onkance tkeir nnderstandlns of tke Uackiof/ learning process 
and cnakle tke« to develop a hotter onderstandinf of the 
relationship of instrtfction procedures to tlM-on-tasIt 
concepts . 

Update of tke School improveMot Prograei at Fair and at the 
otker foor sckools in tke project; skare ideas and fonmilate 
a plan for Sustained Silent lleading. tfritlng. and Math; 
fornulate stratefies and plans for i«ple«entation of the 
School inprovcMeiit Prograa. 
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0«te 



April l» 



April 19 



location 



Jtnutrf 31 I Uest Brmid 



febriMry 2 I TrevUt 



february 3 I Uio<Hor 



litsenrlce Topic | 



SIf 111 
SIP III 
SIP III 

SIP Mi 

SIP III 



February 4 I UeOqewooi 



West Broad 



Fair Avenwe 



SIP ill 



SIP IV 



SIP IV 



tr oi 
Participants 

29 

12 
13 



HMrs 



29 



IC 



16 



2.00 
6.00 
5.25 



6.00 



6.00' 



6. SO 



.25 



GoaU and Otvjectives 



JiJuUs'*'*"**''"" '"^ Prasent/futMre scbed«le/dlscipline 

Visit otlier ele»oiitary SIP sciiools; report out to staff iIm> 
data fr«« Climate Control Surn,,. slMrTgrade le^l cinciSs. 

lUtfcKLiJir £!Lf^ ,.?!l?r*J*""* sustained Silent 

iiatn pr««raa» HonfUton llifflin test Revisions and Heplaceiaefits. 

Sliare resnlts of pf<«-tesli ca«MMicatiM strAt«<ii«« #«r 

test taki«9 tips; •«sin9 ti« new anisic series. 

St^*cJIii;I?^o:^•^f'' « l«<Hcated by the CIBS 

I!iiir^'*""**.J**'* present strategies for teacbino tbese 
«kl Isi discuss discipline and farM^te consequence? for 

attention In readinn coiaprcbenslon as indicated b/tke CIBS; 
Jwonstrate co«p««ter classroom .anafle-ent capabilities 
learning styltsi scbool cliMte. i.ines, 

about tiM problem; give understanding of tbe readinu orocest- 

e"s Vf'sTLLM:*?*"' currUulJi 'Ti^r^^lL, 

JJJTSnf a^a^! ^ -cco«aodallng reading leuels in tbe 

Ils*i«J*^.5^ TJTT^ Middle Scboolt met uitb principal to 
tt^ t. Z , concerns; bear a line MinageMMt Presenta- 

tion by Or. JMe Applegate, iCent State University^ rresenia 

i^T^ -Mlwlreaiaing of special education program; correlate 
grade-lerel activities and tHe city-wide tesiinj p^ogrm 
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IE 
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Ckronelofjr of S0/HB Activities IteUtMl to Pcsf^n flfcjMtlv* 3 ? 
Iiiclii4ii^ UcatlM. lAMnriM lofic, Nmi^ ef >«rticlH«U. 
lenftk i« ttoMTs. MI4 6mIs tmi MjoctlvM for I982.H83 



IMte 

/IprM >rO 
April 21 

April 2: 



locntton 



Trevitt 
UliMHor 

Med^eiMMNl 



iMservIca r4»filc 



$IP IV 



SIf tv 



SIP IV 



fartlcl—tt 



16 



22 



leiftF Vm 



6.00 



5.76 
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fiMls^Mld 06i«€tlv«$ 



Co«MMCt « Mrfcsbof ««tltlc(( -Craativ* Nrltliis*; pImhIm^ for 
•Mit Morfc IM M iMterdlsclpllMry apprMcli; visit 2 SIP schools. 

VIsUlAf other schools mmI clessrooM to loofc for different 
clenents ef effective schools mmI netlef strategies related 
to the seven fecters; share inpressloiis of the visit.* 

To rrovldi ferticlpents with m epportiMlty to cMMiiee their 

•'5«<J**«*e*» Pl« for desired changes, within » 
•Iddle school context. 
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Appendix F 

> 

Chronaaogf of TESA Ziuwnrloe AotlTltlas 
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IIICMIH UCAtiM, llM«rv|M IMIC, iMNk 



•r NrtlcliNHiU, 



lM«rvlc« T«flc 

ICSA Itorfctliofi I 



5.© 



Oc Inter S 


1 SiNSiMrd Center 


1 USA ybrfcilMMi 1 


1 


1 S.O 


Ocloter 6 


1 Sfce^rrf CeeUr 


1 ICSA MBrksitep 1 


1 


1 SO 


Octoter ; 


1 SfccfMrd Center 


1 If SA Uorksltep 1 


1 H 


j S.5 


Ocloter » 


1 SMfMrd Center 


1 TfSA ItoHisliop 1 


1 ^ 


1 SO 


MovairtNKr 8 


luest 


1 lESA ItorfcsiMHi 1 i 


1 ^ 


1 2.5 


HoyMter 9 


1 ShefMrd Center 




36 


2.S 


ItoMnter 10 


St»efMrd Center 


USA ltorkslN>|» II 


19 


2.S 


HovMMr 11 


Sliep«r4 Center 


USA ItorktHo^ || 


28 


2.» 


Itoyaiter 12 1 


1 SlieiMrd Center 1 


1 USA Moriistiep |i 1 


33 


2.5 


JMMfjr 10 1 


West Howml 1 

% 1 


ICSA Itorksliof^ III 1 


20 1 


. 2.5 


JaniMry II 1 


Shepard UnUr | 


US^ MorfcslMp III 1 


30 1 


2.5 


ttoniMry 12 1 




USA Morlcsliop III 1 


20 1 


2.5 


•Unu^ry 13 1 


SfeafNirit CanUr 1 


USA MorkslNiii 111 1 


21 1 


2.5 




StefMrd Center 1 


USA Morfcskop III 1 


31 1 


2.5 



«Mls «n4 Objectives 



feecfcert mill Iw trelne<l to ese tHree of tNe fifteen 
ItrJuSijJ «^ to -otU-te «nd snw..rt 



NrttclMntt ^111 IM trained to nse tfinee of tl>e fifteen 
reseercft-besed strategies in tlie USA Pro^rm. 

%mm as above. 
SaM as above. 
Sa«e as above. 
Sa«e as above. 

Particf^ts Nlll be trained to use tbree of the fifteen 
researcb-based strategies in tbe USA Program. 
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I 

I 



CkroMlofr ef Sfl/W Activities ItoUiN t» lltslpi l»J«ctlv« 3.11 
iRclMllfif LacatlM. Immn*«Ic« %0fie, NM*er ef f«rt|clM»ts. 
tt»»tfc l« Nbhts. «M CmIs mm lAiMtlvcs tnr Ifflj-HBJ 



••te 




lii$«rirlc« l»pic 


fartlclfNMitf 






ItSA Uorfc&bop IV 


Zl 


fehru4rf lb 


SfceiMril Center 


USA tiorfcsiiofi IV 


18 




SI'epjrd Ceifler 


ICSA Uori(>^-p IV 


24 


refer iMry Ifl 


SI)efMr<l Center 


IfSA Uorkslmp IV 


30 




lie»t HmiihI 


ICSA Morkskop IV 


31 


fiirtli ;m 


llesi tttHllHi 


ICSA Horkskop v 


30 


lUrth 12 


MMffMrd Center 


USA Norksliop V 


29 


Njfcli ?J 


SNffMrd Center 


USA WDrkskop V 


19 


Hircli 2^ 


Sl»e|i4r<t Center 


ICSA Worksliop V 


26 


IMrcli 


Sliepard Center 


USA Worlisilop V 

• • 


Zl 
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LMftk In 
NMtrs 



2.5 

2.S 
2.S 
2.5 
2.5 

2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 



GimU Mijectlvcs 



rmicliMHts Mill IM> IrilMil to use three of tite filteew 



ItMUl „. 

reseiircfc-Mserf str«te9ies in tke USA frvnj^m. 
Smk tk% jiMive. 
Same «s 

Smni «s «lM>«e. 
Smw «s «bov«. 

S«w as above. 
Saoe as at>ove. 
Saow as above. 
Saaie as «l»ove. 
SaM as alMve. 
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Distribution of Scores BslatlTO to the MonuX Cunr« 
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NORMAL CURVE EOUfVAUim (NCES) 




K) 



20 30 4b 

^u^4OS06070 80 90 ' 



PBRCENTIUS 
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Par«nt Surrey Font 
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School Xsprov«B«nt Prograa 
PiBEHT F08M 
1982*63 



Thi» y««r w« ar« ruaaiai • apeoial project at V«<l«mfood Middle School. It la 
oaUad tht School XaprortatBt Prosraa (SIP). Too oma help ua with th« project 
by circling your aoMer to oaoh queetloa boloir. Plem anmrer the qtsostlons 
today and rttwn thia aunrty with your ohlld»a report card. Thank you. 

1. Did you know that the achool was running the apeclal Tea Ko 
School Japroreaent Progras (SIP)? 

2. Were you aware of the achool* a alaalon atatasent for the Tea Ho 
school year? 

3. Did anyone fro« the achool talk with you about the School T.<3 Ho 
IaproT«Bent Progras this year? 

4. Do you better understand the school's acadeslc prograa Tea Mo 
this school year? 

5. Do you think the school expects each child to learn at Tea Mo 
least the basic skills In each subject? 

6. Has your child' a progreaa In learning the basic skills Tes Mo 
been reviewed frequently this year by the school? 

7. Has your child been assigned enough hoaework Tes Mo 
during this school year? 

8. Are you satisfied with your child's progress in Tes Mo 
learning the basic skills this year? 

9. Do you think that the School laproreMent Prograt. has Tes Mo 
helped your child this school year? 

10, Tour conaents about the School laproTcaent Prograa 

— 4~ — - 



ES: 3/63 
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Appendix I 

CTBS Pre t«st- Post t«9t Results for SIP Schools 
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Table A 

Median Fteroentlle, Median Grade EqtilTalent, and 
Norma Cunra Kqulvalant; and Fiaroent at Grade Level 
for the Pretest, Poattest, and Change Scores for 
Arltheetlo Coaputatlon for Pair EleiMntary 
Meported by Grade Level 



frgUat — __™ Poattaat QiaiuuL 



Grade 


N 


Median 
file 


Median 
GB 


Mean 
NCB 


% At 
Gr. Lev. 


Median 
file 


Median 

QE 


Mean 
NCB 


% At 
Gr. Lev, 


Median 
QB 


mini 

Mean 
NCE 


$ At 
Or. Lev. 


H 


101 


37.7 


3.8 


<I1.5 


29.7 


69.8 


5.2 


59.5 


73.3 


i.H 


18.0 


43.6 


5 


1U 


Il2.ll 


i|.8 


117.2 


38.6 


57.11 


5.9 


57.5 


62.3 


1.2 


10.3 


2i.7 


Total 


215 






M.5 


3*.* 






58.4 


67.* 




13.9 


33.0 
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Table B 

Itediao i^roantlla, Madlan Oracle EqnlvaleDt, and 
Nomal Cunre Equivalent; and Feroent at Orade Level 
for tlie Preteat* ^tteat, and Change Soorea for 
leading Conprelienalon for Fair Kleaentary 
Beported bjr Orade Level 



frttgflt 



Ptoattea^ 



Grade 



Hedlan 
llle 



Hedlan 

OB 



Hean 
■CR 



% At 
Or. Lev. 



Hedlan 
llle 



Median 
OB 



Naan 
NCK 



% At 

Or. Lev. 



Hodlan Hean 
OB NCB 



% At 
Or. Lev. 





9S 


il9.0 




50.5 


50.0 


57.5 


5.2 


51.8 


61.2 


0.9 


1.3 


11.2 


5 


111 








^0.5 


58.2 


6.11 


5*.9 


51.1 


1.1 


7.0 


13.6 


Total 


209 






^9.1 


15.0 






511.9 


57.1 




5.7 


12.1 
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Table C 

Madlan FiareaBtlla, Median Grade Equivalent, and 
Momal Cunre Iquivalent) and Fieroent at Grade Level 
for the Preteat, h>atte»t, and- Change Soorea for 
ArlUiaetio CoMputatlon for n*evltt SleMintary 
ieported by Grade Level 



"ixaisai, Beattftat oumga 



Grade 


N 


Median 
lile 


Median 

OB 


Mean 
HCB 


% At 
Gr. Lev. 


Median 
lile 


Median 
GB 


Mean 
NCB 


% At 
Gr. Lev. 


Median 
GB 


wjiai 

Mean 
NCB 


Wfi p 

% At 
Or. Lev. 


\ 


121 


25.* 


3.5 


38^0 




M.9 




52.% 


*7.9 


1.1 


14.4 


30.5 


5 


U5 


37.1 




M.5 


30.3 


T5.6 


6.6 


63.9 


71.7 


1.9 


19.* 


*1.4 


Total 


266 






M.6 


2ll.ll 






58.7 


60.9 




17.1 


36.5 
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Tatae D 



Median Ftoroantlla, Msdlan Grada Equivalent, and 
NorMa Cunra Iquivalant} and Fiiroant at Grade Level 
for tiM Pretest, U at teat, and Chans* Soores for 
Heading CoMpreAenalon for TTevltt ElMentary 
Reported by Grade Level 



f 



Grade 



4 

5 



119 
1l|6 



Total 265 



Median 
file 



Median Mean 
OK NCB 



% At 

Or* Lev. 



32.7 
36. H 



3.* 
**3 



39.0 
113.6 



17.7 
25.3 



Median 
I He 



*1.5 



21.9 



35.6 
37.3 



Poattaat 



Msdlan 
GB 



4.9 



Mean 
NCB 



13.0 
15.8 



M.5 



% At 
Or. Lev. 



19.0 



18.3 



Median 
GB 



0.9 
0.7 



Mean 
NCB 



3.9 

2^ 94^ 



3.0 



% At 
Or. Lev. 



29.7 
23.7 

26.11 



o 78 
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Table B 

Median PorodDtlley Medlao Orade BQUlvalanty and 
Nonaal Cttnre Bqulvalent; and Peroant at Orada Level 
for tlie Preteatt POatteat, and Gbanfla Soorea for 
AritfaMetio Conputatlon for West Brixid Blemintary 
leported by Grade Level 



Grade 



fQfltttat 



Median 
file 



Nddlan 
GB 



Naan 
NCB 



% At 
Gr. Lev. 



Median 
l^lle 



Median 
GB 



Mean 
NCB 



1 163 29.4 
5 196 46.1 



3.6 39.7 25.7 
H,9 117.9 42.9 



% At 

Gr. Lev. 



73.7 5.3 62.7 76.5 
75.7 6.6 61.3 72.5 



Median Mean % At 
GB NCB Gr. Lev. 



1.7 23.0 50.8 
1.6 13.4 29.6 



Total 379 



43.9 



34.6 



62.0 



74.4 



18.0 



39.8 



ERIC 
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Table F 



Median F^roentile, Hedian Grade EqtiiTalent, and 
NoFMil Cunre Equivalent; *nd Poroent at Grade Level 
for tbe Preteat, Fostteat, and Change Scores for 
Arltbaetlo Conoepta for Vest Broad Elementary 
Reported by Grade Level 



N 



Pre teat 



Total 379 



Median 
^lle 



Median 
GE 



Mean 
NCK 



% At 

Or. Lev. 



* 183 3.8 J»5.8 H3.2 

5 196 50.6 5.0 50.2 51.0 



1(8.1 



Median 
J^lle 



6H.5 
55.2 



Pofltteyt 



Cbangg 



Median Mean 
GB NCE 



f At 

Or, Lev. 



Median Mean % At 
OE NCE Or. Lev. 



5.2 
6.0 



58.3 
53.3 



72.7 
53.1 



55.7 



62.5 



1.6 
0.9 



12.5 
3.1 

7.6 



29.5 
2.1 

15.3 
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Table G 

Median Fttroentlle, Mi^dlan Grade Equivalent, and 
Nomal Curve Equivalent! and Percent at Grade Level 
for the Preteat, Post test, and Change Scores for 
Arlthnetlo Applications for Vest Broad ElCMntary 
Reported by Grade Level 



J&CftUftt Post teat QtailgfiL 



Grade 


N 


Median 
llle 


Median 

QE 


Mean 
NCE 


% At 
Or. Lev. 


Median 
llle 


Median 
OE 


Mean 
MCE 


% At 
Gr, Lev. 


Median 
OE 


VUOI 

Mean 
NCE 


JIUZ 1 

% At 
Gr. Lev. 


H 


183 


111.6 


3.8 




112.6 


50.11 


H.6 


51.8 


*7.5 


1.2 


7.5 


*.9 


5 


196 


^5.1 




*6.1 


37.2 


53.* 


5.9 


51.0 


52.0 


1.3 


*.9 


14,8 


Total 


379 








39.8 






51.* 


*9.9 




6.2 


10.1 
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Tabl« H 



MadlAO F»ro6nUla, Median Orada EqulTalent, and 
HormmX Curve BqulvaXant; and Peroant at Grade Level 
for tbe Preteaty Foatteat, and Change Soorea for 
Reading Coaprebenaion for Heat Sroad Eleaantary 
Reported by Grade Level 



Posttaat 



Grade 


N 


Median 
lile 


Median 

QE 


Mean 
NCB 


% At 
Or. Lev. 


Median 
file 


Median 

GS ^ 


Mean 
NCB 


% At 
Ur. Lev. 


Median 
QE 


Mean 
NCE 


\ 

$ At 
Gr. Lev. 


H 


181 


42.6 


3.7 


*5.8 


110.3 


54.4 


4.9 


52.2 


59.7 


1.2 


6.4 


19.4 


5 


166 




11.9 


416.9 


40.3 


51.5 


5.8 


53.1 


51.6 


0.8 


4.2 


11.3 


Total 


367 






17.* 


*I0.3 






52.6 


55.6 




5.3 


15.3 
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Tablo I 

Median l*»ro«ntile, Median Grade Bqulvalent, and 
Nomal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level 
for tlie Pretaat, Poatteat, and Change Seova tor 
AritlMetio CoiipuUtion for Vindaor ElMentary 
Seportiid hf Grade Level 



Grade 


N 


Median 
file 


Median 
GE 


» ^n 
NCB 


% At 
Gr. Lev. 


Median 
llle 


Median 

GB 


Mean 
NCB 


% At 

Or. Lev. 


Median 
OB 


idiBn^e. 

Mean % At 
NCB Or. Lev. 


H 


126 


32.8 


3.7 


IK). 8 


27.8 


53.0 


*.7 


50.4 


53.2 


1.1 


9.6 25.4 
9.1 24.4 


5 


127 


2*. 3 


H.2 


36.6 


18,1 


*3.9 


5.* 


45.7 


42.5 


1.1 


Total 


253 






38.7 


22.9 






48.1 


47.8 




9.3 24.9 



o 
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Table J 

Madian r\iroaiiUla, Hedian Grade Equivalent, and 
Noraal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level 
for the Pretest, Post teat, and Change Soorea for 
Reading Conprelienaion for Vlndaor Blenentary 
Reported by Grade Level 



frfltflflt 



Grade 



Nedlan 
file 



Median 
GE 



Mean 
NCE 



% At 
Or. Lev. 



^ 129 36.3 3.5 42.7 32.6 
5 127 3*.* 4.2 42.8 25.2 



Median 
file 



Poattflafe 



Median Mean 
OE NCB 



% At 

Gr. Lev, 



36.4 4.0 44.3 32.6 

39.5 5.0 47.8 40.9 



0.6 
1.1 



jCbAQgfi- 



Median Mean % At 
GB HCE Or. Lev. 



1.7 
5.0 



0.0 
15.7 



Total 256 



42.7 



28.9 



46.1 



36.7 



3.3 



7.8 



o 
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Table K 

Median hireentile. Median Grade Equivalent , and 
Noraal Curve Equivalent; and Peroent at Grade Level 
for tlte Pretest, Poet teat, and Change Scores for 
AritbMetio CoapuUtion for Wedgewood Middle Sobool 
Reported by Grade Level 



2CftUftJi EfiaUflflt 



Grade 


N 


Median 
$lle 


Median 

GB 


Mean 
NCE 


% At 
Gr. Lev. 


Median 
lile 


Median 

GE 


Mean 
NCE 


% At 

Gr. Lev. 


Median 

GE 


Mean 
NCE 


% At 

Gr. Lev. 


6 


121 


32.2 


b.3 


39.2 


19.0 


54.6 


7.0 


52.9 


51.2 


1.7 


13.8 


32.2 


7 


108 


23.9 


5.6 


35.* 


1^.8 


35.5 


6.8 


42.0 


34.3 


1.1 


6.6 


19.5 


8 


117 


31.6 


6.8 


il2.6 


28.2 


*I5.9 


8.4 


48.3 


41.9 


0.9 


5.7 


13.7 


Total 


3M> 






39.1 


20.8 






48.0 


42.8 




8.8 


22.0 
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Table L 

Median Fieroentlle, Median Grade BqulvaiWnt, and 
Momal Cunre Bqulvalant; and Percent at Grade Level 
for the Pretest, Post teat, and Change Soorea tor 
Heading Conprebenalon for Vedgeiiood Middle School 
Reported by Grade LeTel 



Grade 


N 


Median 
l^lle 


Median 
QE 


Mean 
NCK 


% At 
Or. Lev. 


Median 
Kile 


Median 
GB 


Mean 
NCE 


% At 
Or. Lev. 


Median 
GB 


Mean 
NCE 


J»B ^ 

% At 

Or. Lev. 


6 


121 


32.9 




il2.6 


28.9 


*3.9 


6.2 


46.3 


43.0 


1.0 


3.8 


14.1 


7 


ion 


3*1.9 


6.0 


H2.7 


38.5 


39.5 


7.0 


43.7 


39.4 


0.7 


0.9 


0.9 


8 


V)5 


27.1 


6.2 


41.6 


30.5 


42.7 


7.9 


48.2 


4KCI 


1.2 


6.6 


10.5 


Total 


330 






*2.3 


32.4 






46.1 


41.2 




3.8 


8.8 
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